26                   STATUS OF INDIAN PRINCES
triots of shaping India's destiny, on a footing of perfect
equality and camaraderie by coming into the national
assembly as their people's representatives. There is no
other way of escape from the ceaseless operation of
Paramountcy. The more they have of Federation
and representative government in the States, the less
will they come under Paramountcy. To contend that
the past and present Governments of India were acc-
eptable to the Princes because they were essentially
foreign in their composition and not responsible to the
Indian electorate, and that the future Government of
India will not be acceptable because it will be respon-
sible to their own countrymen, is neither dignified nor
patriotic. It smacks of a snobbishness which, one
hopes, the Princes will, for their own good name,
quickly repudiate.
But the very idea of the States passing under the
paramountcy of the Indian people is to Sir C. P. like
a red rag to a bull. He seeks refuge from it in the
pastoral past of his own imagining and airily remarks
that, in the event of the Crown withdrawing from
India, the States will presumably reassume their inde-
pendent existence which they enjoyed before the treaties
were entered into. The statement is understandable
only as an outpouring of lyrical exuberance. It is
wrong both in fact and in inference. In the first place*
the 4 independent existence ' of the States, to which
Sir C. P. harks back, is apocryphal, existing only in
his imagination. The Butler Committee trenchantly
pointed out in its Report, ' It is not in accordance
with historical fact that when the Indian States came
into contact with the British Power they were inde-
pendent ......In fact none of the States ever held
international status. Nearly all of them were subordinate
or tributary to the Moghul Empire, the Maratha
Supremacy or the Sikh Kingdom, and dependent on
them. Some were rescued, others were created by the
British.' In the second place, with all deference to